
From: Casey, Carolyn
To: "Ronald W. Ruth"; "esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com"
Cc: St. Fleur, Marilyn
Subject: RE: slag/sediment sampling
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Please see the attached draft comments on the Technical Review of the QAPP Data Summary
Report Retail Development-South Parcel Former United Shoe Machinery (USM) Facility Beverly,
MA dated May 2012.
 
Please note the comments are marked draft. If necessary, could we plan to discuss this the week of
April 15th.  I will be out of the office until then.
 
The second attachment (pdf) is referred to in the comments as attachment 1
Thanks
Carolyn
 
Carolyn J. Casey
RCRA Facility Manager
 
U.S. EPA
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
mail code OSRR 07-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912
phone 617-918-1368
fax 617-918-0368
casey.carolyn@epa.gov
 

From: Ronald W. Ruth [mailto:RWRuth@sherin.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2013 3:55 PM
To: Casey, Carolyn; esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com
Cc: St. Fleur, Marilyn
Subject: RE: slag/sediment sampling
 
 
Carolyn, we did not receive your original email.  Thank you for resending.
 
Let me look into this and get back to you.
 
Ron
 
 

mailto:Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov
mailto:RWRuth@sherin.com
mailto:esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com
mailto:StFleur.Marilyn@epa.gov









DRAFT	DRAFT	DRAFT

Technical Review of the QAPP Data Summary Report

Retail Development-South parcel Former United Shoe Machinery (USM) Facility

Beverly, MA dated May 2012

EPA ID MAD043415991





Ecological Risk



1) Based on the levels of metals and PAHs detected in sample results, the RCRA eco scoping checklist should be completed for the entire south parcel to help focus ecological risk assessment needs (refer to general comment 4 in EPA’s technical review of the August 2011 QAPP, included as attachment 1).  

     

2) Although the intent of this effort was more focused on slag characterization, an evaluation of erosion of materials into the adjacent embayment may be necessary for ecological risk assessment (refer to general comment 3, attachment 1). 



3) If the samples were soil samples and not sediments then the comparison to soil screening levels as completed in the document would be the proper comparison for terrestrial exposures. If the samples represent exposure to aquatic macro invertebrates then screening using marine sediment threshold effects values is necessary (e.g., NOAA ERL and ERM values). 

     

The samples taken from areas that are tidally flooded, in this case two times per day at high tide,   would be associated with marine aquatic macroinvertebrate exposures (e.g., snails, worms, bivalves, various larvae).  Therefore, comparison of these sample results to ERL and ERM values is necessary (refer to specific comment 2, attachment 1).   



4) Due to the elevated lead concentrations and the possibility that it is from boat bottom paint, subsequent sampling needs to include tri-butyl tin. 



5) Page 4 states “An additional objective of the QAPP was to provide data for assessment of the slag leachability.  Comparison of the detected concentrations in corresponding slag and soil samples at each location does not show trends of higher concentrations in the slag as compared to the soil.  Therefore the slag is not considered a source material to constituents detected in the adjoining soil, and leaching from the slag is not considered an issue of concern.”   



Visual inspection of the area and the results of the slag and sediment/soil sampling indicate that materials from that fill area are mobilizing into the surrounding aquatic environment. Physical breakdown and mobilization of the material, in addition to leaching, are bioavailablity concerns. 



The physical breakdown and wider distribution of slag material may create greater exposure to materials found in the slag, at least in the intertidal zone.  Sediment samples from the intertidal zone are warranted. 





Human Health Risk



6) The HEC EI should be revised to include a discussion of the exposed soils/sediments and slag and the potential exposure to recreational users.



7) The EI incorrectly claims that asphalt, a protective cover and/or a fence prevents access.  The fence is open and the banks of the river are easily accessible and somewhat inviting due to it being on the river and along the walking trail.  There is no protective cover or asphalt along the banks of the river.  Although no evidence of fishing was observed and the area is not likely to draw recreators for swimming and sun bathing, direct exposure and incidental ingestion are possible and need to be evaluated.  



8) The HEC EI relies heavily on the 1991 Phase II Comprehensive Site Assessment completed under the MCP for the adjacent Stop & Shop portion of the southern parcel only.  That work did not extend to this area and we have no confirmation that this is a similar waste.  



9) The summary statistics for the lead concentrations do not include the concentration of 36,000 ppm in soil/sediment which is contributed to red lead paint from boat bottoms.  Arsenic and PAHs in soil and slag may be as or more prevalent than lead and may be the human health risk drivers.  



10) Please provide additional information supporting the statement that this waste is from coal and/or coal ash.  The Class A-3 Response Action Outcome - Partial Statement Retail Portion – South Parcel (RTN 3-0000610) appears to address PAHs so it is assumed that this waste is from the former drop forge operations and/or related to petroleum releases.   



11) Please revise the EI to accurately reflect site conditions and exposure scenarios. 



12) Please propose additional soil and sediment sampling as necessary to address the above comments and to complete a risk assessment in accordance with the MCP.
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U.S. EPA Review of the Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), Retail Development  


  South Parcel - Former United Shoe Machinery (USM) Facility, Beverly, 


Massachusetts, USEPA ID No. MAD043415991, dated August 2011 


 


 


Comments related to the Evaluation of the Environmental Indicator (EI) Human 


Exposures Under Control (HEC) 


 


General Comment 


1. Add a table listing the contaminants of concern, the human health/ecological screening 


criteria, the laboratory’s analytical quantitation limit/reporting limit, and the laboratory’s method 


detection limits (MDLs) to the Plan.  If the laboratory cannot meet human health/ecological 


screening criteria, identify which contaminants that cannot reach the criteria and explain how this 


data will be used.   


 


2. Please note that with the limited number of samples proposed for collection and the fact that 


only the slag and not sediments or soils will be sampled and analyzed, there will likely be 


insufficient data to conduct a risk assessment for either human health or ecological receptors.  


However, we do not anticipate needing a risk assessment in order to evaluate the HEC EI. 


 


Specific Comments 


3.  Form E Sampling Design – Shallow Soil/Slag Sampling Form F-1 Method and SOP 


Reference Table 


 


The section states “soil samples will be collected by hand sampling at a depth of approximately 0 


to 1 ft bgs or into the face of the bank.”  Form E and Form F do not explain which sampling 


device will be used to collect the soil samples.  Form F references Appendix C Surficial Soil 


Sampling SOP which includes multiple sampling devices.  Appendix C section 3.4 (Sampling 


Device Instructions) states “the specific procedure and equipment for surficial soil sampling will 


be defined in a Site work plan or other document.”  This information is missing from the QAPP.  


Please provide. 


 


4. Form E Sampling Design – Shallow Soil/Slag Sampling 


 


The Sampling Design states that duplicate samples will be collected.  However, the Plan does not 


state or reference a procedure for collecting duplicate samples.  Add the duplicate sampling 


instructions to be Plan.  


 


5. Form E Sampling Design – Shallow Soil/Slag Sampling 


    Form F-2 Sampling and Analytical Methods Requirements 


 


Form E states that “RCRA 8 metals and SPLP metals” samples will be collected.  However, 


Form F-2 shows only “RCRA 8 Metals” being collected.  Add the SPLP metals information to 


Form F-2.  Note, according to Alpha Analytical’s SOP SPLP Extraction Inorganics and 


Semivolatile Organics, a minimum of 100 grams of waste is needed for the analysis. 
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The focus of the following review comments are intended to assist with any future 


evaluation of potential ecological risks. 


 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


 


The USEPA has requested additional information to complete a Current Human Exposures 


Under Control Environmental Indicator Form (CA725), and to evaluate potential ecological risks 


due to erosion and potential mobilization of the slag layer into the adjacent embayment.  The 


“flats” bordering the northern bank of the Bass River are reportedly not part of the Stop & Shop 


property and at this time, no field work will be conducted below the Mean High Water Line on 


behalf of Stop & Shop for access reasons.  In summary, the requested additional information for 


the uplands area includes an evaluation of the “slag” layer including sampling and analytical data 


on the leachability, toxicity and specific contents of this material.  The waste material appears to 


have been from either the USM foundry or drop forge processes. 


 


Comments offered in the attached review memo will include those related to potential ecological 


risk considerations that are not necessarily intended to be captured by the currently proposed 


sampling effort.   


 


GENERAL COMMENTS 


 


1. In addition to the material’s leaching potential there is also the concern of direct contact and 


ingestion.  To that point the proposed synthetic precipitation leaching procedure (SPLP) may 


reflect the dissolution of constituents through percolation of water over or through such material 


but SPLP is not likely to fully or accurately predict other means of disassociation or biological 


interaction at work.         


 


2. Considering another observation made during our previous site visit (i.e., that the tidal current 


and wave action is eroding into and mobilizing the slag layer into the adjacent embayment) and 


again recognizing that an important first step would be to characterize the fill material, the work 


as currently proposed, does nothing to characterize the extent either laterally or vertically of the 


fill material that is obviously being transported into the surrounding river environments. As these 


materials have entered an aquatic or semi-aquatic environment physical and chemical changes 


are likely and they would be considered sediment in nature and would be evaluated as such 


rather than soils in a more upland setting.  Simply as a reminder, ecological receptors were noted 


and included bivalves, gastropods, brown and green alga and several species of waterfowl. 


 


3. Recognizing the idea of procedural iteration, it is recommended that the rationale of this 


document state that as a first step the proposed effort is to chemically and physically characterize 


the fill material in question. Because the fill material is clearly being mobilized and transported 


into the Bass River system, if it is suspected that chemical concentrations are at such a level as to 


be of ecological concern more sampling to, at a minimum, determine the extent of contamination 


in the surrounding aquatic habitats should be recommended.      


 


4. The work currently proposed under this QAPP is intended to and should provide supporting 


data for the evaluation of ecological risk but in and of itself does not constitute an ecological risk 
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assessment.  To address this need and help to structure components of the investigation that may 


be needed to provide information relative to ecological risk, it is recommended that in order to 


begin framing an acceptable ecological risk assessment (ERA) an EPA – New England Resource 


Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action Ecological Receptor Exposure 


Pathway Scoping Checklist be completed (Attachment 1).  This checklist is meant to provide 


user with a means to identify information necessary in presenting an ERA as well as potential 


data gaps. 


 


SPECIFIC COMMENTS 


 


Form C, Problem Definition, Item #1 


5.  It is suggested that the use of the leaching potential procedure be more fully described in the 


text to include the caveat that it does provide a full representation or prediction of the actual 


ecological exposures that may be present on site.        


 


Page 2 of 3, Form C, Problem Definition, top of page, Item #3, 1
st
 bullet  


6.  It is fully acknowledged that the primary intent of this effort is to characterize fill material 


identified above the mean high water mark.  However, the document should note that due to 


erosion forces this material is being mobilized and re-deposited at least in the intertidal zone 


adjacent to and up and downstream of the investigation area.   


 


7.  This bullet proposes that the work to be performed during this effort is meant to support the 


evaluation of ecological risk by including both mass and TCLP testing at reporting limits (RLs) 


necessary for “comparison to corresponding screening criteria.”  The QAPP does not include the 


ecologically based screening criteria that will be used for comparison to insure that reporting 


limits will be acceptable.  As a very important component and insuring that the proper RLs may 


be achieved, the QAPP should include those ecological based threshold effects level screening 


criteria that will be the guideline for acceptable RLs.  For terrestrial exposures involving soils, 


soil based ecological threshold values are applicable (e.g. EPAs eco soil screening levels 


(ecoSSLs)). For exposures involving sediments, sediment based threshold values are most 


applicable (e.g., for marine sediment exposures NOAA “SQUIRTS” and for freshwater 


sediments MacDonald et al consensus based sediment quality guidelines (SQG)).   


 


8. Please clarify if TCLP or SPLP will be conducted and revise the text accordingly. 


 


Page 2 of 3, Form C, Problem Definition, 1
st
 full paragraph, #2   


9. This item indicates that the samples will be submitted for, among other constituents, the 


RCRA total metals (i.e. As, Ba, Cd, Cr, Pb, Hg, Se and Ag) as well as synthetic precipitation 


leaching procedure metals (SPLP).  It is recommended that the list of total metals be increased to 


include copper (Cu), nickel (Ni) and zinc (Zn) as these can reasonably be expected to be found in 


this type of material.  It is the first time in this document that the term SPLP is used and 


presumably in place of TCLP.  It would be important to include somewhere in this document the 


reason and/or benefits behind using this particular procedure.  Note that the last sentence in this 


paragraph does begin to provide such information.              


 


Page 1 of 1, Form E, Sampling Design 2
nd


 full paragraph   
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10. This paragraph indicates that reporting limits (RLs) will be met to allow for the application 


of results to ecological risk screening.  Assuming at least a terrestrial exposure pathway and 


comparing the RLs noted in 6010B, Procedure No. SOP/06-01, Table 3 and 7471A, Procedure 


No. SOP 06/03 to EPAs EcoSSLs for the elements As, Cd, Ba, Cr, Pb, Hg, Se, Ni, Cu, Zn and 


Ag, the Cd RL is slightly higher than that of the lowest screening value.  The same is true but to 


a greater degree for Se.  All other RLs are acceptable assuming a low percent moisture (<10%) 


for the samples analyzed.  All reasonable efforts should be made to achieving RL requirements 


and at the very least this RL issue at some point must be presented in an ecological risk potential 


uncertainty section.  In regards to PAHs, EPA ecoSSLs for total PAHs,  low molecular weight 


and high molecular weight compounds have a threshold value of 29 mg/Kg and for 1.1 mg/Kg, 


respectively and are above the reported detection limits (RDLs) noted in 8270C SIM, Procedure 


No. SOP/03-04, Table 6.  Therefore and again assuming low percent moisture content, the RDLs 


noted should in general be adequate for this effort.  


 


Page 3 of 4, Form R, Part F, Sensitivity and Quantitation Limits, 1
st
 full paragraph   


11. This paragraph refers to CTDEP RSR criteria. It appears this is in error and requires revision. 


The sensitivity and associated quantitation limits must meet the criteria applicable to this 


particular effort as identified in the data quality objectives (i.e. human and ecological exposures 


screening criteria).    


 


 







Ronald Ruth



617.646.2165

rwruth@sherin.com

 
 
From: Casey, Carolyn [mailto:Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2013 3:39 PM
To: Ronald W. Ruth; esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com
Cc: St. Fleur, Marilyn
Subject: FW: slag/sediment sampling
 
I have not had a response on the message below so I am sending again and hopefully to the right person
this time.
FYI, I am filling in for Marilyn while she is on a detail until the end of the year or so.
Thanks
Carolyn
 
Carolyn J. Casey
RCRA Facility Manager
 
U.S. EPA
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
mail code OSRR 07-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912
phone 617-918-1368
fax 617-918-0368
casey.carolyn@epa.gov
 
 
_____________________________________________
From: Casey, Carolyn 
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 2:57 PM
To: aeajemian@sherin.com; esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com
Cc: St. Fleur, Marilyn
Subject: slag/sediment sampling
 
 
Are the results for the slag/soil sampling along the Bass River in Beverly reportable concentration under the MCP and if so,
has a report been prepared and submitted to the DEP?
Thanks
Carolyn
 
Carolyn J. Casey
RCRA Facility Manager
United States Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square,  Suite 100
OSRR 07-3

http://mm1.lettermark.net/sherin/card/AHEF_3.map
http://mm1.lettermark.net/sherin/card/AHEF_3.map?228,18
http://mm1.lettermark.net/sherin/card/AHEF_3.map?0,40
mailto:Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov
mailto:esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com
mailto:casey.carolyn@epa.gov
mailto:aeajemian@sherin.com
mailto:esteinberg@haleyaldrich.com


Boston, MA 02109-3912
phone 617-918-1368
fax 617-918-0368
casey.carolyn@epa.gov
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